is a connection between the perception of one's own body and self-preservation. When an animal apprehends its own body, it makes a practical distinction between the body and all the other objects it perceives because it strives to protect the former but not the latter. in this way the perception of the body is a type of selfperception: an animal perceives its own body as (a part of) itself.
4 i have chosen to use the term 'self-awareness' in addition to the more narrow 'self-perception' in order to underline the fact that although we can see, hear, taste, smell, and touch our bodies, the special kind of perception which is at stake here cannot easily be classified under any of these sense modalities.
Seneca discusses bodily self-awareness in his letter 121, where he makes four interrelated claims. (1) The ability of animals to use their bodies appropriately requires that they perceive their bodies and know the functions of the various parts thereof. (2) Animals apprehend themselves as living beings and as subjects of their own actions. (3) Self-perception must be attributed to animals, because without sophisticated cognitive information of their bodies, they would lack the necessary means for self-preservation, and because they would not strive to protect their lives in the first place if they did not apprehend themselves as living beings. (4) The ability of animals to avoid harmful things and to seek those that are useful is based on self-perception. every animal is aware of itself in relation to external objects in such a way that when it apprehends a harmful or useful object, it apprehends the object as dangerous or helpful to itself.
The philosophical position that Seneca puts forth in letter 121 originates in Stoic thought, and it cannot be found in Aristotle's psychological works, even though some Aristotelian themes (such as perception of perception) are closely related.
5 in particular, Aristotelian philosophy of mind does not recognize the connection between self-perception and self-preservation. i shall argue that despite the obvious differences between Seneca, Augustine, and Olivi-the contexts of their discussions, the argumentative role that they give to self-perception, and the metaphysical and psychological backgrounds of their views-the similarities between the positions of these three authors are significant, and in many respects Augustine's and Olivi's views are closer to Seneca's than to Aristotle's. The first three points that Seneca puts forth reappear in Augustine's De libero arbitrio, where Augustine identifies cognitive processes that are more sophisticated than simple perception but fall short of being intellectual. These processes coincide with the aforementioned types of self-perception: animals perceive their bodies and themselves as living beings. Augustine also argues that without this kind of cognitive information animals would not be able to act as they do, and he establishes a connection between self-perception and self-preservation. One of the most important innovations that he poses is that he attributes these psychological functions to the so-called internal sense (sensus interior). Much later, Olivi continues s e l f -awa r e n e s s i n s e n e c a , au g u s t i n e , & o l i v i in the footsteps of Augustine when he discusses various types of self-awareness in the context of medieval faculty psychology.
6 he defends all four points that we find in Seneca in various places of his Summa quaestionum super Sententias. 7 According to Olivi, the sense of touch provides the basic level of bodily self-perception, and he attributes the higher types of self-awareness-the knowledge of the functions of the parts of the body and the awareness of oneself as a living being and the subject of one's actions-to the common sense (sensus communis). All these different types of self-awareness are related to the striving for self-preservation.
One of the central similarities between Seneca, Augustine, and Olivi is that they make a distinction between two ways of cognizing the soul (or "life") in order to be able to attribute the awareness of oneself as a living being to animals: they distinguish direct sensory awareness of one's own soul from the intellectual understanding of the essence of the soul. The soul and its powers cannot be perceived in the same way as external objects, but one can be aware of them without having conceptual knowledge of them. in principle, human beings are capable of understanding the essence of the soul, but the idea that irrational animals also are aware of themselves as living beings requires that the fundamental types of self-awareness be not confined to the intellectual level. Thus, all three authors argue that animals have direct sensory awareness of themselves as living beings and that this awareness does not require conceptual knowledge of the principles behind animal life. Conceptual knowledge of these principles (especially of the essence of the soul) comes in addition to this original awareness. it is of some importance that this type of self-awareness also belongs to human beings, because animal psychology casts some light on the non-rational aspects of human cognition.
8 Animal cognition is, from this point of view, a heuristic device to clarify certain aspects of human psychology.
i emphasize that my aim is not to argue for direct historical connections between Seneca and Augustine or between Seneca and Olivi. There is no definite proof that Olivi would have had first-hand knowledge of Seneca, and although Augustine was familiar with Seneca's works, it is uncertain whether he actually read the letter 121. instead, my overall argument is that even if Augustine and Olivi did not take their ideas concerning bodily self-perception directly from Seneca, a philosophical analysis can show that their views are similar to those presented in ancient Stoicism. in this way my analysis will also shed some light on the Stoic influences in medieval philosophy. i shall address the possibility of historical connections between these three authors in section 2. The other three sections are devoted, respectively, to Seneca (section 3), Augustine (section 4), and Olivi (section 5
. h i s t o r i c a l c o n n e c t i o n s
The comparison between medieval philosophical ideas and those of the ancient Stoics may sound astonishing. it was long thought that there was no place for Stoicism in the Middle Ages because the landscape was already occupied, first by Augustinian neoplatonism and later, after the reception of Aristotle's works, by Aristotelian philosophy. This monolithic picture is of course false. even though scholastics knew next to nothing about the Stoic philosophical system as a whole, they still accepted and used many Stoic ideas. The assimilation of Stoicism into medieval philosophy was an unconscious process, because medieval authors did not realize that the ideas that they accepted were of a Stoic origin. Recent scholarship, however, tends to agree that even though Stoicism was extinct in the Middle Ages, many Stoic ideas were not.
Medieval authors had direct access to some works of the ancient Stoics. The works of Seneca were widely read and commented upon from the twelfth century onward, and he was the most well-known and respected Stoic philosopher in the thirteenth century. he was especially appreciated in Franciscan circles: for example, Roger Bacon wrote a textbook on ethics, Moralis Philosophia, which was largely based on Seneca's works. The appreciation of Seneca was undoubtedly furthered by his (most certainly forged) correspondence with the apostle Paul, which was then thought to be authentic, 9 but the influence of the correspondence should not be overemphasized. Seneca's reputation was high and he was widely used mostly because the ethical tone of his genuine and spurious works fitted well into Christian ideals. in addition to Seneca, there were other sources through which Stoic ideas were available to medieval thinkers. Cicero's works (especially De officiis, De finibus, and Tusculanae disputationes) contain a considerable number of them, particularly in the field of ethics.
10
Stoicism had an effect on thirteenth-century philosophy also indirectly. Stoic ideas were incorporated into Christian thought in late Antiquity and the early Middle Ages, and they were transmitted to later philosophers in a Christianized form. Also, Augustine was familiar with Stoic philosophy and was influenced by it in many respects. For instance, he employs the Stoic concept of seminal reasons in his doctrine of creation, his ideas concerning sense perception stem partly from Stoic views, and his conception of passions and prepassions is in some respects similar to the Stoic position. Moreover, it has been argued that the Stoic ideas concerning nonrational perception and the role of self-awareness in animal action-ideas that will be at the focus of the present essay-influenced Augustine. This argument is difficult to prove, to be sure, because Augustine does not reveal his sources, but we know that he read at least some of Seneca's works, and therefore it is possible that he derived the idea of bodily self-awareness from him. Another possible source is the third book of Cicero's De finibus.
11
9 See verbeke, The Presence of Stoicism, [8] [9] [10] [11] and Colish, The Stoic Tradition, [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] For discussion, see Colish, The Stoic Tradition, 
Olivi's indebtedness to Augustine is clear. Although he is an independent thinker who does not follow his sources blindly, he cites Augustine's works abundantly and is often inspired by his ideas. When he discusses bodily self-awareness and its role in animal action, he refers to several of Augustine's works.
12 By contrast, we do not know for certain if Olivi had first-hand knowledge of Seneca. Clearly he could have read Seneca's Epistulae had he chosen to, and, as Sylvain Piron has pointed out, he quotes them in his Quaestiones de perfectione evangelica.
13 Yet even these quotations do not prove that he read them; many thirteenth century authors quoted Seneca through florilegia, and Olivi may have followed this practice. Moreover, even if the citations in QPE are taken directly from Seneca, it is possible that Olivi did not read all the letters, which were often circulating as two collections (one comprising the letters 1-88, and the other the letters 89-124). The first collection was more widespread, and although the two sets were combined already in the latter half of the twelfth century, 14 it may be notable that none of Olivi's citations come from the latter set.
A further indication of a direct connection between Olivi and Seneca is a reference to a now-lost work of Olivi, which may have been a commentary on Seneca's letters. The inventories of the Avignon library mention a certain "work of brother Peter of John on the sayings of Seneca" (opus fratris Petri Johannis de dictis Senece), which ends with the words 'in eadem epistola 48.' 15 however, as we know next to nothing about this work, it is difficult to say whether this reference proves that there was a direct connection between Seneca and Olivi. All in all, the evidence for the case that either Augustine or Olivi would have taken their ideas concerning bodily self-awareness from Seneca is circumstantial. it is possible that they were familiar with the letter 121, but we cannot establish a definite historical connection in either case. however, if we leave the historical connections aside and look at the ideas of these three authors from a philosophical perspective, we can see that they are similar. Augustine's view on animal selfperception and its role in animal action resembles Seneca's arguments in the letter 121, and whether Olivi knew this letter or found the ideas only in Augustine, the philosophical position that he advances is similar to Seneca's view. even though Stoicism in the Middle Ages is mostly invisible (because Stoic ideas were not recognized as such by medieval philosophers), the lack of explicit references and paucity of direct influence does not necessarily prevent us from finding the undercurrents through which Stoic ideas influenced medieval philosophy. As and 207-9; Sorabji, "Stoic First Movements in Christianity," 102-6; and Brittain, "non-Rational Perception," 255-56, 274, and 294n101. For Augustine's acquaintance with Seneca, see Byers, Perception, Sensibility, and Moral Motivation, , and with ancient philosophy in general, TeSelle, Augustine the Theologian, 43-55. 12 in Summa ii, qq. 63-66, Olivi refers to Gn. litt., bk. 7; bk. 12, chs. 20, 25, 26, and 33; Trin., bk. 11, and 15.3; De musica, bk. 6; De bono coniugali; and in question 58 to Trin.; lib. arb. bk. 2; and De musica, bk. 6 . For a general overview of Olivi's use of Augustine, see Toivanen, "Peter of John Olivi." Gerard verbeke states, any study that wishes to reveal Stoic influences in medieval philosophy "cannot, of course, be limited to a collection of literal quotations. it must recognize doctrinal influences in order to uncover the perhaps indirect penetration of the Stoic legacy into medieval civilization." 16 it has been argued convincingly that the kind of bodily self-awareness that Seneca discusses in his letter and the idea that it is necessary for self-preservation are originally and distinctively Stoic ideas.
17 if we agree with this argument, we are entitled to say that when Augustine and Olivi repeat these ideas, they are incorporating Stoic elements into their accounts. They may not be aware of the fact that the elements are Stoic, but that does not change the overall picture.
3 . s e n e c a Seneca's discussion of bodily self-awareness is related to the Stoic concept of oikeiosis, which was used to explain the moral development of human beings. A person becomes morally good by identifying herself with an ever-larger group of people: first with the members of her own family, then with neighbors and fellow citizens, and, if all goes well, eventually with the whole of humanity. Due to this identification, the concern that one feels toward oneself is expanded to all humanity, and other people are treated as parts of the same whole to which the subject belongs-in a way, a morally good person conceives of other people as herself.
18
The Stoics think that this moral development begins with a striving to take care of oneself. The concern that a morally good person feels toward other people is based on the process of oikeiosis, but the same process explains also why she has regard for herself. human beings and other animals adapt to their own bodies and apprehend them as themselves because the process of oikeiosis starts with one's own body and accounts for the identification with it. i take care of my body and protect myself because i apprehend my body as me.
The letter 121, in which Seneca discusses bodily self-perception, purports to explain how the ethical process of oikeiosis has this kind of a natural and non-rational starting point. Seneca's argument is roughly that the ability of animals to strive for things that are appropriate to them and to avoid those that are harmful requires that they perceive their own living bodies as themselves. in order to establish this argument and to show the connection between oikeiosis and animals' care of their own bodies, Seneca needs to do two things: he needs to show that animals are capable of perceiving their own bodies, and he must argue that the perception of the body is a form of self-perception, that is, animals perceive their bodies as See McGabe, "extend or identify: Two Stoic Accounts of Altruism," 413-43. McGabe argues that Stoics had two different strategies to account for the expansion of one's care outside one's own body: either i conceive of other people as me, or i conceive of them as if they were me. in the latter case the limits of the self are not extended beyond my body, whereas in the former case they are. Yet both strategies agree that i apprehend my body as me in the first stage of oikeiosis, and thus the difference between the two strategies is not relevant for my purposes in this context, and i do not take a stand whether Seneca favors one of them over the other. See also engberg-Pedersen, The Stoic Theory of Oikeiosis, 64-100 and 122-26; Forschner, "Oikeiosis: Die stoische Theorie der Selbstaneignung," 169-91; Long, "Seneca on the Self: Why now?", 31-33; and heller-Roazen, The Inner Touch, 105-15. s e l f -awa r e n e s s i n s e n e c a , au g u s t i n e , & o l i v i themselves-which is a central aspect of the process of oikeiosis. Animals do not perceive their bodies in a way similar to the manner in which they perceive other things in the world; they perceive their bodies as themselves, and this is why they take care and try to prevent their bodies from being destroyed. The continuous perception of one's own body functions as the basis for self-interested action and self-preservation.
19
Seneca supports his claim about the ability of animals to perceive their bodies by appealing to their behavior. The core of his argument is that if animals' behavior cannot be accounted for without attributing to them awareness of the body and the various functions of its different parts, we have to conclude that they are capable of apprehending their own bodies. he expresses this idea in a peculiar way by claiming that all animals perceive their own constitution (constitutio):
We were investigating whether all animals perceive their constitution. The main reason why it seems that they do perceive it is that they move their limbs easily and effectively just as if they had been trained to do so. . . . no-one has trouble moving its limbs; no-one hesitates in using its parts. And they do so just as soon as they are born. They arrive with this knowledge. They are born fully trained.
20
Seneca draws from a general observation that animals use their bodies in a skillful and appropriate way. They are capable of using their bodies in manners that are natural to them from the moment of birth, and this suggests that they are able to perceive or be aware of their bodies and the natural functions of the parts of their bodies. in this respect the body is comparable to a tool: in order to be able to use, say, a hammer appropriately, a blacksmith must have cognitive information about it. he has to perceive the hammer and know what it is used for. Similarly, an animal can use its body in an appropriate manner only if it has cognitive information about it.
21
The comparison with the tool should not be stretched too far, however. There are several crucial differences between perceiving a tool and perceiving one's own body. in contrast to the blacksmith, animals do not have to learn to use their bodies because that ability is innate and provided by nature.
22 it is also constant, as the body is all the time present to the animal, and when the bodily structure changes, the animal is immediately attached to the new structure:
There is a constitution for every stage of life, one for a baby, another for a boy, another for an old man. everyone is attached [conciliatur] to the constitution he is in. . . . A baby, a boy, a teenager, and an old man: these are different stages of life. Yet i am the same human as was also a baby and a boy and a teenager. Thus, although everyone has one different constitution after another, the attachment to one's own
19
For a discussion of the Stoic ideas of the continuous perception of one's own body, of the awareness of the functions of the body, and of the relation between these two and self-preservation, see The Inner Touch, Quaerebamus an esset omnibus animalibus constitutionis suae sensus. constitution is the same. For nature does not commend me to the boy or the youth or the old man, but to myself.
23
however, the most crucial difference is that unlike the hammer, the body is not perceived as an external object. The animal identifies itself with its body. We can see this idea already in the cited passage, because Seneca employs the concept of conciliatio, which was used as a Latin translation of the Greek 'oikeiosis.'
24 Animals do not perceive their bodies in a disinterested manner. They adapt to them through the process of oikeiosis in such a way that despite the constant changes that take place in the body, the animal always apprehends its body as itself.
in addition to this kind of awareness of their bodies, Seneca endows animals with a further ability to perceive themselves as living beings and as subjects of their actions. he defines the notion 'constitution,' which plays a central role in the previous passage, as follows: "[T]he constitution is the principal part of the soul in a certain relation to the body."
25 Constitution is defined as a ruling power of the soul, as principale animi, which refers to the Stoic concept of hegemonikon, an octopus-like command center of the soul, which extends itself to different parts of the body, receives information from various external senses and directs their activities.
26 Thus, although it is clear that Seneca lays great emphasis on the perception of the body, he does not think that it is sharply distinct from the awareness of one's soul. in spite of the apparent soul-body dualism of some of his expressions, Seneca accepts the Stoic doctrine of ontological monism 27 and thinks that animals' perception of their bodies conveys at the same time awareness of their souls and the principal parts of their souls.
28
The Stoics insisted that animals lack reason and are therefore incapable of having conceptual or propositional thoughts.
29 One might think that they cannot be aware of the principal parts of their souls because they are incapable of understanding the definition of 'constitution.' Seneca raises this objection 30 and uses it as a rhetorical device that enables him to make a distinction between two kinds of knowledge:
Your objection would be sound, if i was saying that all animals understand the definition of constitution rather than the 'constitution' itself. nature is more easily understood than explained. See e.g. Sorabji, Animal Minds, 20. 30 Ep. 121, 10. s e l f -awa r e n e s s i n s e n e c a , au g u s t i n e , & o l i v i yet it knows its constitution; and it does not know what an animal is, yet it is aware of being an animal.
Moreover, it does have a crude, schematic, and vague understanding of the constitution itself. We too know that we each have a mind. But we do not know what the mind is, where it is, what it is like, or where it comes from. Although we do not know its nature and location, our perception of our own minds stands in the same relation to us as the perception of constitution stands to all animals. For, they must perceive that through which they perceive other things. They must perceive that which they obey and by which they are governed.
every one of us understands that there is something which sets in motion his own impulses, but does not know what this is. And he knows that he has a tendency to strive, though he does not know what it is or where it comes from. in this way, too, babies and animals perceive their own principal part, though it is not adequately clear or distinct.
31
We see that Seneca's idea is to make room for a middle ground between complete unawareness and articulated propositional knowledge. he uses expressions that refer to intellectual operations ('to understand,' 'to know'), but it is clear that he uses them quite loosely and does not mean that animals have intellectual knowledge. Rather, he distinguishes the perception of one's constitution from the theoretical and propositional knowledge of the definition of constitution. The former amounts to a sensory and nonpropositional awareness, whereas the latter is propositional and conceptual knowledge about the constitution. This same division between conceptual knowledge and sensory self-awareness applies also to human beings: we have minds, and that is-according to Seneca-an evident fact to us even though we do not know the essence of the mind without further rational inquiry. Similarly, animals are aware of their constitution, the principal part of the soul in relation to the ever-changing body, but as irrational beings, they are incapable of searching for a rational definition for it.
When Seneca argues that we know that we each have a mind even when we do not know what the mind is, his idea is that we are aware that we are living, ensouled creatures that sense, move, feel, understand, and so on. We do not necessarily have a scientific or conceptual knowledge of the reasons behind these properties, abilities, and actions, but we experience them within us. The upshot of Seneca's distinction between being aware of something and having conceptual knowledge of that thing is that both humans and animals perceive or are otherwise aware of themselves as living beings without necessarily being able to know anything specific about what they are aware of. Animals cannot have the latter kind of knowledge, and human beings need to engage in rational investigation in order to arrive at a definition of a soul (or whatever it is that explains these properties and actions). The rational investigation comes in addition to the original awareness.
The "crude, schematic, and vague" perception that animals have of the principal part of their own souls makes them aware that they are living beings. To be sure, they are not capable of entertaining the propositional thought "i am alive," and they do not understand what "a living being" means, but they are aware of their own lives and themselves as sensing, feeling, and acting beings, as the principal part of the soul is the center of all psychological activity of animals and the source of impulses, striving, and shunning.
having argued that animals perceive themselves, Seneca goes on to claim that there is a connection between the perception of the body and self-preservation: bodily awareness is necessary for survival, because animals could not take care of themselves by striving for useful things and avoiding harmful ones unless they could perceive their bodies. it has been argued that it was a Stoic truism that an animal could not love itself unless it was able to perceive itself, that is, unless "it was aware of itself as something to be concerned about."
32 Seneca expresses this view in the following way:
And it is not surprising that the animal is born with those things without which its birth would be pointless. nature has bestowed on animals this primary tool for survival, attachment to and love for oneself. They could not keep safe unless they want to.
33
Animals are attached to and love themselves and their bodies, and this love gives them motivation to take care of themselves. The link between self-preservation and perception of the body shows that the latter is a form of self-awareness. Animals apprehend their own bodies and bodily states in a special way that differs from the perception of other objects: they apprehend their bodies as their own, and that is why the perception of the body incites action that is aimed at self-preservation. Animals protect their bodies because they are aware that the destruction thereof would be detrimental to them as living beings.
One can be aware of one's own body, for example, by looking at it. But looking at the body does not count as self-awareness proper, since my vision of my hand does not in principle differ in any way from my vision of your hand; if i look at my arm when it is numb, i may wonder to whom it belongs. in this case i apprehend my arm as an external object, not as a part of me. The special kind of awareness of one's own body that Seneca attributes to animals and human infants is different, because it enables them to apprehend their bodies as themselves. even though this kind of self-awareness is not conceptual-animals and young children cannot form propositions with which to attribute their bodies and bodily states to themselves-the fact that they take care of their bodies in a way that does not happen with respect to external objects shows that they conceive of their bodies as themselves. For a discussion, see Long, "Seneca on the Self," 31-33. s e l f -awa r e n e s s i n s e n e c a , au g u s t i n e , & o l i v i in addition to providing the motivation for protecting one's own body, selfawareness is required also as a means for self-preservation. in order to be able to avoid danger and pursue beneficial things, animals must be capable of apprehending external objects as harmful or useful. Seneca writes, Why is it that a hen does not flee from a peacock or a goose but does flee from a hawk, even though it is so much smaller and not even familiar to the hen? Why do chicks fear a cat but not a dog? it is obvious that there is within them a knowledge of what will harm them. This knowledge has not been derived from experience, for they display caution before they have the experience.
35
Seneca thinks that animals are innately capable of grasping 36 which external things are dangerous and which are useful.
37 Perceiving one's own body is necessary for this ability:
if, however, you demand it of me, i will tell you how it is that every animal is compelled to understand what is dangerous. it perceives that it is constituted of flesh, and so it perceives what can cut flesh, what can burn it, what can crush it, which animals are equipped to do it harm; it regards their appearance as hostile and threatening.
38
The crucial point here is that an animal perceives something about itself, namely that it consists of flesh. Seneca's formulation of this idea may sound naive; at least it remains sketchy. The awareness of the nature of one's own flesh offers a basis for apprehending predators as harmful, but as the idea stands, it does not explain why a chick fears a cat but not a dog, which has equally sharp teeth. The central philosophical point, however, becomes clear: self-awareness is a prerequisite for being able to perceive other things as harmful or useful to oneself. This is due to the relational nature of these features:
An animal has a primary attachment to itself; for there must be something to which other things can be referred. i seek pleasure. For whom? For myself. Therefore i am taking care of myself. i avoid pain. For whom? For myself. Therefore i am taking care of myself. if i do everything because i am taking care of myself, then care of myself is prior to everything. This care is a feature of all other animals; it is not grafted onto them but born in them.
39
There must be something to which usefulness and harmfulness can be related. And when they are related to me, i have to be aware of myself so as to be able to see this relation and act accordingly. Therefore, according to Seneca, Actually Seneca uses the word 'understanding' (intellego). Given the overall picture, however, he must be using the word in a loose sense and not referring to actual understanding, which is reserved for adult humans only; see e.g. Ep. 121, 14/Letters, 87; and Sorabji, Animal Minds, 20. 37 Inter se ista coniuncta sunt; simul enim conciliatur saluti suae quidque et iuvatura petit, laesura formidat. Naturales ad utilia impetus, naturales a contrariis aspernationes sunt (Ep. 121, 21/Letters, (88) (89) that a being is aware of itself in order to apprehend the usefulness and harmfulness of different objects that are external to itself.
even a short analysis shows that Seneca attributes to animals an ability to perceive their bodies and to be aware of the functions of the different parts of their bodies. This ability is attested to by the fact that animals use their bodies in appropriate ways. Animals also have perceptual awareness of the principal parts of their souls, and even though they are incapable of entertaining propositional knowledge of the essence of the soul, they apprehend themselves as living beings and as subjects of their actions. Finally, Seneca argues that the kind of bodily selfawareness animals have is a precondition for self-preservation and necessary for apprehending external objects as useful or harmful.
. a u g u s t i n e
Augustine's view concerning perceptual self-awareness is similar to that of Seneca in many respects. Although his discussion contains no trace of a connection between the perception of one's body and ethical development, and no expansion upon the idea that estimating external objects with respect to one's well-being requires self-awareness, he still thinks that animals perceive the functions of their body parts, their bodily senses, the activities thereof, and themselves as living beings, and he holds these abilities as necessary for self-preservation. he also appeals to the distinction between rational (propositional) knowledge and sensory cognition of one's soul and its powers. One of the most important features of Augustine's discussion of self-perception is that he provides a theoretical framework for analyzing it as a function of one of the powers of the soul, the so-called internal sense (sensus interior). We shall see below that Olivi was influenced by this innovation.
it needs to be noted that Augustine's conception of the soul is very different from the material monism of the ancient Stoics. he understands the soul in light of neoplatonist ontological hierarchy and thinks that it is a spiritual entity that is ontologically distinct from and superior to the body. Yet, he does not agree with the negative conception of the body as a prison for the soul, which is a central aspect of Manichean anthropology. he thinks, rather, that the body is an integral part of a human being, a part without which a human being is not a complete whole. This kind of positive attitude toward the body remained central throughout the Middle Ages, and it manifested within the belief in the resurrection of the body on judgment day.
40 From this perspective it is not surprising that Augustine accepts the idea that human beings apprehend their bodies as parts of themselves.
We may begin unfolding Augustine's position concerning perceptual selfawareness by looking at a passage from one of his early works, De quantitate animae:
The soul attends to itself in touch, and it senses and discerns hot and cold, rough and smooth, hard and soft, and light and heavy things by touch. it also distinguishes the countless differences between flavors, odors, sounds, and shapes by tasting, smell ing, hearing, and seeing them. in all these properties it accepts and desires those which are in accordance with the nature of its body, and it rejects and avoids the opposite. . . . nobody denies that the souls of beasts can do all this as well. 
Augustine begins by listing the five external senses and their objects, and then he tells us that animals are capable of distinguishing the objects of different senses from each other. The most important idea, however, is that animals distinguish those external objects that are in accordance with the natures of their bodies from those that are not. The nature of the body of an animal somehow influences the way it reacts to its perceptions. Augustine does not develop this idea further in this context, and although he seems to attribute some kind of self-reflexivity to the soul when it senses the objects of touch, it is not clear whether he thinks that the influence of the nature of the body is based on some kind of awareness of the body or whether it functions below the level of awareness. The text lacks an explanation for the psychological mechanism that enables animals to make distinctions between the proper sensibles of the various external senses and to apprehend external objects as being in accordance with the natures of their bodies. it nevertheless hints that animals may perceive their bodies.
More substantial evidence for the ability to perceive one's own body can be found from De libero arbitrio, which is Augustine's early anti-Man i chae an treatment of the problem of evil and freedom of the will. Augustine rejects the Manichaean understanding of the nature of evil and argues that evil does not truly exist; it is nothing but the absence of good. Within the Manichaean framework, the material world, including the human body, is inherently evil, but Augustine envisages it in a more positive light. Against this background it is understandable that he conceives of the body as an integral part of the human being.
42
The central argument of the book is that there is no inconsistency between free will (liberum arbitrium) being a source of evil and it being a positive gift from God. in the course of the argument, Augustine establishes a hierarchical order within the powers of the soul and introduces a power that occupies the place between the external senses and reason. it is a nonrational power, and therefore nonhuman animals have it as well: Or what they all have in common with one another, or some of them? Ev. not at all. These matters are settled by something internal. Aug. This is not by any chance reason itself, which animals lack, is it? For i think it is with reason that we grasp these things and know that they are so. Ev. i think instead that with reason we grasp that there is an "internal sense" to which the familiar five senses convey everything. Surely that with which an animal sees is one thing, whereas that with which it pursues or avoids what it senses by seeing is another. The former sense is in the eyes, the latter is within the soul itself. 44 This internal sense has a similar kind of function as the hegemonikon in Stoic psychology, and it is reminiscent of Aristotle's koine aisthēsis as well (although Aristotle cannot be a direct source for Augustine). The functions that he attributes to the internal sense include integration of the input from the external senses and second-order perception of the acts of perception.
45 Second-order perception adds further information to the perceptual contents of the external senses, as it makes the perceptions pleasurable or painful. in this way it accounts for the motivation for acting in certain ways with respect to perceived objects.
Augustine does not dwell upon the psychological functions of the internal sense. he says next to nothing of the details of them-presumably because the discussion concerning the internal sense is incidental to the argument of De libero arbitrio. however, he does provide a more substantial discussion of second-order perception, as he argues that the internal sense apprehends the external senses and their acts:
Aug. Thus, when we sense a color, we do not likewise also sense our sensing by the selfsame sense. When we hear a sound we do not also hear our hearing it. . . . in touching something we cannot also touch the very sense of touch. in short, it is clear that none of the five senses can be sensed by the selfsame sense or by any of the others, even though the senses sense all physical objects. Ev. That is clear. Aug. i think this point is also clear: The internal sense not only senses the things it receives from the five bodily senses, but also senses that they are sensed by it. Animals would not move themselves to either pursue or avoid something unless they sensed themselves sensing-not for the sake of knowledge, for this belongs to reason, but only for the sake of movement-and they surely do not sense this by any of the five bodily Mind, . O'Daly suggests that Augustine's idea of sensus interior may be derived from Stoics, but he seems to be more inclined to accept a neoplatonic origin for the idea (Augustine's Philosophy of Mind, . 45 Augustine does not express the integrating function very clearly, but the idea that all the external senses convey the information they receive from the external world suggests that it has this function: Manifesta enim sunt, sensu corporis sentiri corporalia; eumdem autem sensum hoc eodem sensu non posse sentiri; sensu autem interiore et corporalia per sensum corporis sentiri, et ipsum corporis sensum (lib. arb. 2.4.10/Free Choice, 37). s e l f -awa r e n e s s i n s e n e c a , au g u s t i n e , & o l i v i senses. if this is still obscure, it may shed some light to consider what is sufficient in the case of a single sense, for instance sight. An animal could not even open its eyes or turn its gaze to what it wants to see unless it sensed that it did not see when its eyes were closed or were not turned in that direction. But if the animal senses that it does not see when it does not see, it must also sense that it sees when it does see: When it sees, it does not turn the eyes with the desire with which it turns them when it does not see. This shows that the animal senses itself sensing in each case.
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A. Quid igitur ad quemque sensum pertineat et quid inter se uel omnes uel quidam eorum communiter habeant, num possumus ullo eorum sensu diiudicare? // E. Nullo modo, sed quodam interiore ista diiudicantur. // A. Num forte ipsa est ratio, qua bestiae carent? Nam, ut opinor, ratione ista conprehendimus et ita se habere cognoscimus. // E. Magis arbitror nos ratione conprehendere esse interiorem quendam sensum ad quem ab istis quinque notissimis cuncta referantur. Namque aliud est quo uidet bestia et aliud quo ea quae uidendo sentit uel uitat uel appetit. Ille enim sensus in oculis est, ille autem in ipsa intus anima, quo non solum ea quae uidentur, sed etiam ea quae audiuntur quaeque ceteris capiuntur corporis sensibus, uel adpetunt animalia delectata et adsumunt uel offensa deuitant et respuunt. Hic autem nec uisus nec auditus nec olfactus nec gustatus nec tactus
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Augustine begins by arguing that the internal sense is responsible for the secondorder perception of the acts of the senses. he does not make a distinction between apprehending the acts and apprehending the senses themselves, but it seems that the latter accounts for the former: the internal sense constantly apprehends the senses and their states, and when some of the senses do not function-say, the eyes are shut and do not provide any sensory input-the internal sense makes the animal aware of the inactivity and thus of the fact that the animal does not see.
47
Similarly, when the animal opens its eyes, the internal sense apprehends the ensuing act of seeing because of the constant attention that it pays to the sense of sight. Without this kind of awareness, the animal would lack the motivation to open its eyes, and second-order perception also explains why animals act on the basis of the cognitive information that they receive from the senses. This interpretation is supported by another passage, where Augustine argues that the internal sense controls and judges the bodily senses. if the latter miss anything while carrying out their job, the internal sense demands what its agent owes to it. . . . The sense in the eyes does not see that it sees or does not see-and since it does not, it cannot judge what is missing or what is enough-but rather the internal sense does, which prompts even an animal's soul to open its closed eyes to fill in what it senses is missing.
48
in order for an animal to know that it has to open its eyes in order to see, the internal sense has to provide awareness of the functions of the senses and their bodily organs. Animals are aware that the eyes are for seeing and the ears for hearing, and so forth. order to see. Augustine insists on the ability to perceive one's own body and bodily functions in order to account for animal action. The internal sense governs the perceptual activities and the body of an animal in light of its desires because, as Augustine argues, an animal opens its eyes in order to satisfy its desire to see. The internal sense is, as he says, the governor (moderator) in the animal soul.
49
Of course the idea of second-order perception originates in Aristotelian psychology, but Augustine's view differs from the one that we find in Aristotle because he fuses Stoic elements into his account of the animal power to perceive the activity of the senses. 50 Aristotle thinks that when an animal perceives an object, it also perceives that it perceives, but the second-order perception is not based on the awareness of the senses and their states. Rather, it is concomitant with the firstorder perception that is caused by an external object.
51 When the senses are not functioning, they remain in potentiality and cannot be apprehended. even the perception of the inactivity of the senses is placed on a par with the perception of external objects: "it is clear therefore that 'to perceive by sight' has more than one meaning; for even when we are not seeing, it is by sight that we discriminate darkness from light, though not in the same way as we distinguish one color from another."
52 it seems to me that Aristotle considers seeing darkness as comparable to seeing colors-that we really see darkness, although not in the same way as we see colors because our sight is not actualized by anything external. According to this reading, we do not actually apprehend the inactivity of our senses, because we perceive the darkness rather than the sense of sight. The experience is comparable to the perception of external objects rather than the perception of ourselves, and discriminating darkness from colors is not a form of self-perception in the same way as it is for Augustine. however, it is possible to think that Aristotle is here speaking of the perception of the inactivity of the senses, so that when we do not see, we become aware that our sense of sight is not functioning. This reading was suggested in the commentary tradition of Late Antiquity when the perception of the activity and inactivity of the senses was attributed to the common sense; Aristotle himself denies that there is a separate sense that perceives that we perceive or do not perceive. Thus, Aristotle's conception of second-order perception may be one of the origins of Augustine's view that the apprehension of the absence of perception belongs to a distinct power of the soul, the internal sense. Be that as it may, it is clear that Aristotle's understanding of second-order perception differs from the continuous awareness of the senses that is the heart of the Stoic idea that Augustine defends.
53
Augustine makes an important further move when he argues that the internal sense perceives its own activity. it is a power of self-perception in a strong sense because it apprehends itself. This ability enables animals to be reflectively aware of themselves as living beings: See heller-Roazen, The Inner Touch, 79-89 and 117-26. s e l f -awa r e n e s s i n s e n e c a , au g u s t i n e , & o l i v i But if it is not clear whether this life, a life that senses itself sensing corporeal things, senses itself, unless it is for the following reason. Anyone putting the question to himself realizes that every living thing avoids death. Since death is contrary to life, life must also sense itself, for it avoids its contrary.
54
here Augustine equates the internal sense with "life" and thus with the soul of the animal, as to be alive is to have a soul. The question that he takes up is whether animals are aware of their own souls and that they are alive. even though he leaves room for some doubt, it seems more likely that he just wants to avoid lengthy discussions that do not directly bear on the subject matter at hand. he raises no real doubts about the existence of this ability. his idea is the same we have already seen with Seneca: living beings avoid death and endeavor to preserve themselves, and the striving for self-preservation requires awareness of oneself as a living being.
55
Further evidence that Augustine is favorable toward attributing this kind of self-perception to nonhuman animals can be found in De Trinitate. in his famous argument from analogy for other minds, Augustine argues that when we perceive the movements of other people, we also perceive that they have minds because we already are aware of our own minds. The argument rests on a premise that is important because it shows that for Augustine the awareness of one's own body is fundamental: we are immediately aware of the movements of our own bodies and that these movements are caused by our minds (or souls). This kind of selfperception explains why we perceive other people's movements as being caused by their minds. Augustine attributes this kind of perception to nonhuman animals as well:
nor is such perception something peculiar to, as it were, human prudence and reason. For indeed beasts perceive as living, not only themselves, but also each other and one another, and us as well. nor do they see our souls except through the movements of our bodies, and that at once and very easily by a sort of natural agreement.
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We do not reason that other people have minds; we perceive it. This is why nonhuman animals are capable of perceiving other animals as living as well. Because the argument is based on self-awareness, nonhuman animals must be aware of their own souls.
Augustine's view that animals are capable of perceiving their bodies, the functions of their bodily parts, and their souls is based on a distinction between intellectual knowledge and sensory awareness that echoes the one that Seneca makes in the letter 121. Augustine distinguishes perceptual objects, external senses, the internal sense, and reason from each other and argues for a hierarchical order between these levels: the external senses perceive objects, the internal sense per- ceives the external senses and also itself, and (in the case of adult human beings) reason provides intellectual understanding. even though Augustine calls the cognitive operation by which the powers of the soul are apprehended a "perception," it is clear that he does not mean that perceptual self-awareness is perception in the same sense as the perception of external objects. it is sensory awareness that belongs to a higher level. intellectual understanding is based on this kind of awareness but is distinct from it.
57 The nature of the soul and its powers can be understood intellectually, but Seneca and Augustine (and, as we shall see, Olivi) think that they also have to be objects of sensory cognition. This kind of cognition is the domain of the hegemonikon and the internal sense in the animal soul.
Whether or not Augustine took the preceding ideas directly from Seneca (or from some other Stoic author) remains an open question. At any rate, it is clear that the philosophical position he defends is in many ways identical to the one we find from Seneca. And if the claim that this philosophical idea originates in Stoic thought is true, it is a Stoic strand in Augustine as well.
. o l i v i
The general context of Olivi's view concerning the various forms of perceptual selfawareness is his discussion of sensory cognition. it is well known that he presents an original theory of perception, which is a result of his critical engagement not only with the Aristotelian species theories of his time but also with Augustine's ideas concerning sensory perception. he conceives of perception as an active process in which the soul pays attention to external objects by intentionally directing itself toward them, and the soul is the cause of its own perceptual acts. The common sense (sensus communis) plays an important role in this process, because it functions as a kind of cognitive center of the sensitive soul by which the soul directs its attention to the external world and pays constant attention to the body of the subject.
58 This constant attention enables human beings and animals to apprehend their own bodies and themselves as living beings, and like Seneca and Augustine before him, Olivi thinks that this kind of self-perception is a condition for using the body in an appropriate way and striving for self-preservation.
The most elementary type of self-perception is carried out by the sense of touch. Olivi's conception of the sense of touch is manifestly un-Aristotelian. Aristotle argues that the primary organ of the sense of touch is the heart and that the flesh of the body is only a medium that transmits the information from the external object to the heart. The sense of touch is not a means for perceiving one's own body.
59 By contrast, Olivi argues that the organ of touch is "almost the whole body 58, 461-515; qq. 60-67, 569-624; and qq. 72-74, 1-135. 59 See De anima 2.11, 422b34-423b27. in De partibus animalium 2.1, 647a19-21 and 2.8, 653b24-30, the flesh is depicted both as the organ and as the medium of touch. s e l f -awa r e n e s s i n s e n e c a , au g u s t i n e , & o l i v i of an animal," 60 and external objects are perceived because they cause changes in the organ of touch. in this way, the sense of touch is primarily a power for bodily self-perception: "[T]he proper object of the sense of touch is the intrinsic state of its own organ, and thus all the things which change or affect the organ intrinsically are objects of the sense of touch."
61
One central idea that emerges from Olivi's discussion is that the sense of touch is necessary for self-preservation. Without the sense of touch, animals and human beings could not avoid pain and pursue pleasure, and as the primary object of touch is the body of the percipient, there is an essential connection between selfperception and self-preservation.
The next level of perception of one's body comes with the highest cognitive power of the sensitive soul, namely, the common sense. Olivi adopts the common sense from Avicennian-Aristotelian faculty psychology, which is based on the idea that the soul contains several internal senses in addition to the five external ones. These internal senses were supposed to account for cognitive processes that are more complex than the simple perception of the proper sensibles of each of the external senses: for instance, the perception of common sensibles, memory, imagination, estimation, and second-order perception were attributed to various internal senses. 62 Olivi follows the traditional account of the higher cognitive functions of the sensitive soul in many ways, but he also gives a new twist to it and adds elements that he takes from Augustine and that come close to certain Stoic ideas that we have seen above. The clearest example of these elements is his interpretation of the role of the common sense. instead of being the lowest of all the internal senses, the common sense is the governing power of the sensitive soul, and it is responsible for all the higher cognitive functions that are attributed to nonhuman animals. There are no other internal senses, because there has to be one power that is capable of apprehending and combining various kinds of cognitive acts that an animal has. The common sense performs all the higher cognitive functions in the animal soul.
63 in this respect, Olivi's conception of the common sense is reminiscent of Augustine's sensus interior and the Stoic concept of hegemonikon.
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Olivi thinks that the common sense apprehends the acts of the senses and thus enables animals to perceive that they perceive. in addition to second-order perception, the common sense provides awareness of the inactivity of the senses. Olivi quotes De libero arbitrio 2.3, where Augustine argues that animals perceive that they do not see when their eyes are closed. The quotation is not verbatim, however,
60
[F]ere totum corpus animalis est organum tactu (Summa ii q. 61, 581).
61
[P]roprium obiectum tactus est intrinsecus status sui organi, et ideo omnia illa quae ipsum intrinsecus variant vel afficiunt sunt obiecta sensus tactus (Summa ii q. 61, 578). For discussion, see Yrjönsuuri, "Perceiving One's Own Body," 101-16.
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The single most important work that initiated the Latin discussions concerning the internal senses is the sixth book of Avicenna's Shifā' De an. This work was translated into Latin by Gundissalinus and Avendauth in the middle of the twelfth century, and it was an important source of psychological ideas in the Latin West. On the influence of Avicenna's psychology in the Latin West, see hasse, Avicenna's De Anima. For a general overview, see hasse, "The Soul 's Faculties, 63 See Toivanen, "Peter Olivi on internal Senses," 435-38; Toivanen, Perception and the Internal Senses, 247-65. 64 Yrjönsuuri, "Types of Self-Awareness," 165.
and where Augustine claims that the internal sense perceives that the external objects are perceived by it, Olivi's version states that the internal sense (i.e. the common sense) perceives the senses: "it is clear that the internal sense not only perceives the objects of the five senses but also the senses themselves." 65 Despite this difference, Olivi accepts the core of Augustine's argument, as he thinks that the ability to perceive the senses explains why animals notice that they do not see.
it is true that Olivi underlines that the common sense is incapable of directly perceiving anything other than the acts of the external senses and that it needs the sense of touch to apprehend the state of the other senses when they are not active.
66 This limitation suggests that the awareness of the inactivity of the senses should not be understood as perception proper. however, Olivi clearly thinks that we (and nonhuman animals) are aware of the inactivity. For instance, he points out that when we close one eye, we perceive that the act of seeing that used to be in that eye disappears: "The common sense readily perceives one act to be in one eye and the other in another eye, which is also why it perceives that one act of seeing is taken away, and the other remains when one of the eyes is closed."
67 We perceive the state of our senses and know whether they are functioning or not, and our ability to tell the difference between our imagination and reality is based on a comparison between the imagined objects and the contents of our perception. Thus, if we close our eyes and imagine, say, a bird, we are aware that we do not see the bird and that it is only a product of our imagination.
68 By contrast, when we are asleep, our ability to apprehend the state of our senses is lost. For this reason we experience dream images as if we are really seeing them.
69 What is missing during sleep is present when awake.
it is worth noting as an aside that when Olivi argues that the soul cannot be acted upon by external objects in the process of perception, he puts forth a thought experiment that is based on the ability to be aware of the functions of the senses:
For example, suppose that only a man whose eyes are open would have been created before the creation of everything else, and he would endeavor with all his effort to see with his eyes, as if there were external visible things: it is clear that in that case his attention [aspectus] would not be terminated at or determinately carried to any external object. if, after a while, all the external objects (which exist now) were created, the same attention of the eyes would be fixed on external objects. . s e l f -awa r e n e s s i n s e n e c a , au g u s t i n e , & o l i v i
The thought experiment resembles to some extent the so-called "floating man" of Avicenna.
71 however, whereas Avicenna's point is that the floating man does not admit the existence of his body, Olivi's "man before creation" seems to be aware of his eyes and his ability to see. To be sure, the thought experiment is based on the idea that perception is not a passive but an active process, and its main purpose is to show how the undetermined attention turns into actual perception when external objects are created for the man to see. however, the fact that Olivi depicts the man as trying to use his eyes-he is not only created with his eyes open but he tries to see with them even though there is nothing to be seen-shows that even in this condition the man is aware of his eyes and their purpose. if he did not have any idea that the eyes were for seeing, he would not try to use them.
One of the most refined functions of the common sense is to provide awareness of the functions of the bodily members.
72 Like Seneca and Augustine, Olivi establishes a link between the ability to use the members in an appropriate manner and the awareness of their functions. he writes,
As it is necessary that the appetitive power controls all the bodily members and senses which it leads to their acts or detaches from them, so it is likewise necessary that it is assisted by a judging power which makes judgments in relation to all the acts of the senses, notices their pleasures and pains, and prefers or shows the preference of one over the other. Moreover, when a dog or a snake sacrifices one of its members in order to save its head or sacrifices some part in order to save the whole, then it prefers the whole over the part and the head over the other member. Therefore, these animals must have some common power which shows both extremes simultaneously, their mutual comparison, and the preference of one over the other-although it does not do this with the same fullness and degree of reflective judgment as does the intellect.
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Olivi's purpose is to point out that the sensitive soul contains a central cognitive power, the common sense. it is distinct from the external senses, and it provides cognitive information necessary for intentional action. Animals are capable of using their bodies and of controlling their limbs and senses, and this requires some kind of awareness of the members of the body and their functions. The common sense enables animals to perceive their own bodies, the parts and their functions, and the relative value of the parts for the wellbeing of the animal as a whole, thus making animals capable of self-preservation that goes beyond the ability to avoid pain. note that Olivi is not explaining how the perception of perception takes place. An animal is aware of the function and the importance of the parts of its body before it uses them, and it protects its head before it feels pain. Like Augustine, he deliberates about the perception of the body (and its various parts and senses) that is devoid of any direct perception of external objects. in effect, this illustration repeats the Stoic argument that animals perceive the weaknesses and strengths of their bodies because they can protect the weak parts with the strong ones. Thus, where Augustine emphasizes the awareness of the functions of the bodily parts, Olivi emphasizes the awareness of their relative value for the animal.
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After presenting the illustration of the dog and the snake, Olivi goes on to quote several passages from Augustine's De libero arbitrio 2.3-4, including the one that attributes the reflective awareness of one's own life to the internal sense.
75
Although he does not develop this theme further, the fact that he cites the passage from Augustine without refuting it shows that he accepts the idea that the awareness of oneself as a living being is a requirement for striving for self-preservation. The mere possibility of self-interested action presupposes both the perception of one's own body and the awareness of oneself as a living being. Although medieval philosophers usually think that corporeal powers are incapable of reflexivity, Olivi attributes a lower type of reflexivity to the common sense, apparently because he thinks that the awareness of oneself as a living being requires it. For instance, he writes, And so, this does not prove that the common sense would apprehend anything that is present-other than the acts and orientation [aspectus] of the external sensesexcept insofar as it perhaps reflectively turns towards its proper act sensibly and incompletely [semiplene] . But in that case, the act towards which it turns first has something else as its object.
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unfortunately, Olivi does not determine what kind of reflexivity the common sense is capable of when he states that it may reflect itself semiplene. it is clear, however, that it differs from the intellectual reflexivity of spiritual substances, which enables human beings to be directly aware of their own minds and to act freely. The less sophisticated type of reflexivity can be attributed also to corporeal powers, such as the common sense and the sense of touch. in an illuminating text Olivi argues that it is not inconvenient that the intellect is able to turn reflectively towards itself and its own acts even though it is an organic power [that is, a power that is a form of a bodily organ]; for, the common sense apprehends the simple acts of the external senses although it is an organic power. And it is also proven above that the common sense reflectively turns towards itself and also upon its own subject [suppositum] by pointing out that a dog or a snake chooses [praeeligit] (Summa ii, q. 62, 595) . See also Summa ii, q. 67, q. 62, q. 111, . in Summa ii, q. 58, 421, Olivi suggests that, in addition to the will, other powers (note the plural) of the soul may be capable of reflectively turning towards themselves, and on some occasions he seems to think that it is possible to attribute the middle level of reflexivity even to the external senses (Summa ii, q. 61, 583; Summa iv q. 13 [= q. 1 in the Maranesi edition], 107-8 and 112).
important part in order to save the whole and more radical and noble part of itself. The animal cannot do this unless it discerns the whole from the part and the more radical consistence of its life from the less radical one in its sensory judgment. The same point is proven there also by Augustine, who explicitly teaches this idea and argues for it in De libero arbitrio ii [4.10].
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Olivi does not accept the corporeality of the intellect that the argument is supposed to prove, but he does not criticize the idea concerning the ability of animals to apprehend their own lives. Rather, his refutation is based on the distinction between two kinds of reflexivity. The intellect cannot be a corporeal power, because it is capable of turning toward itself in a free and intellectual way. in other words, Olivi accepts the description of the ability of animals to have self-reflexivity that the cited passage provides.
The lower type of reflexivity accounts for the ability of animals to compare the relative importance of the various parts of their bodies, as we have seen, and it is a necessary condition for self-preservation. in effect, the distinction between two types of reflexivity enables Olivi to attribute to irrational animals a cognitive operation that is above simple perception but falls short of being genuine intellectual understanding. in this way, he adheres to the same idea that we already encountered with Seneca and Augustine, namely, that animal behavior shows that they are aware of their souls even though they are incapable of understanding what 'soul' means.
unlike bodily self-awareness, the human mind's ability to be aware of itself was a central topic in thirteenth-century philosophical psychology.
78 in the case of Olivi, the two topics are not directly connected to each other, but the idea that one can be aware of the soul without having conceptual knowledge of the essence of the soul is central also for his explanation of human self-knowledge. he argues, The soul knows or is able to know itself in two ways. The first of them is an experiential and as if tactile sensation by which the soul undoubtedly senses that it is, lives, cognizes, wills, sees, hears, moves the body, and likewise for its other acts, whose principle and subject it knows and senses itself to be. And this to such extent that it cannot actually know or consider any object or any act without always knowing and sensing itself to be the subject [suppositum] of the act by which it knows and considers that [object or act]. . . . The other way of knowing itself is by reasoning. in this way the soul investigates the genera and differences that it does not know in the first way. The basic idea behind this division is to challenge the Thomistic picture of the soul's self-knowledge (which was defended by Olivi's rival, Arnaud Gaillard), according to which the mind cannot be directly aware of itself. First it must be actualized by a cognitive act, and only after that can it have self-knowledge by rationally analyzing itself as the principle behind the cognitive act. 80 Olivi criticizes this theory by arguing that the human soul must be immediately and directly aware of itself before it can begin the rational process of trying to understand the essence of the soul or the mind. The rational knowledge of the nature of the soul comes in addition to direct awareness and is based on it. One can easily notice the similarities between this division and the views of Augustine and Seneca, who both make a distinction between the experience of oneself as a living being and the subject of one's psychological acts and the rational analysis or propositional knowledge of the nature and essence of the soul. i am certain that i have a soul, but what kind of an entity the soul is, is a further question, which i do not necessarily pose-and if i were an animal, i could not pose. But the first kind of self-awareness, it seems, can be attributed even to animals. Olivi explicitly states that it is a quasi-tactile sensation (sensus) and the list that he provides of its contents belongs to the sensitive level (save, of course, the only specifically human act, that of the will). To be sure, he does not mean that experiential self-awareness can be achieved by the sense of touch-in the case of human beings it clearly belongs to the intellectual mind-but the lower type of reflexivity of the common sense may be sufficient for it.
Finally, the ability to evaluate external objects with respect to their usefulness and harmfulness requires that the subject is aware of itself. Olivi understands usefulness, harmfulness, and the like as relational features. he uses the traditional illustration from Avicenna but gives a different interpretation for it by arguing that a sheep has to apprehend three things in order to estimate that a wolf is dangerous and to become afraid of it:
[S]ince the intentions of usefulness, uselessness and the like cannot be apprehended by any power unless it at the same time apprehends the sensible or imaginary forms to which these intentions belong; that is because [intentions] mean only some relational states [respectivas habitudines] of those forms. For, when a sheep estimates that a wolf is hostile towards the sheep itself, it is necessary that it apprehends [1] the thing that it judges to be hostile; for to apprehend only [2] the property [ratio] of hostility is not to apprehend that the wolf is hostile. This is why it is necessary that the animal at the same time apprehend-besides the two preceding things-[3] itself as the end [terminum] of that hostile relation.
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The sheep has to perceive the wolf and its hostility, which is a relation between the sheep and the wolf. in order to be able to apprehend a relation, one has to be aware of both end-terms of the relation, and thus the sheep has to be aware De an. 1.5, 4.1, and 4.3. s e l f -awa r e n e s s i n s e n e c a , au g u s t i n e , & o l i v i of itself in addition to the wolf. Olivi's idea is similar to the one we have already seen in Seneca. he does not speak about perceiving one's own flesh, but we may suppose that his idea here is related to the bodily self-perception that he discusses in other contexts.
To sum up, Olivi thinks that the perception of pain and pleasure, which are necessary for self-preservation, is based on an ability to perceive one's own body by the sense of touch. All animals have a sense of touch, and this makes them capable of avoiding pain. Further, the common sense provides awareness of one's own body, which enables animals to protect the vital parts of their bodies and to use their bodies in appropriate manners. This ability allows them to avoid things that cause pain even before they actually feel pain. Finally, the ability to evaluate external objects with respect to their usefulness and harmfulness to oneself is based on self-perception. These cognitive capacities allow animals (including human beings) to strive for self-preservation and to live the kinds of lives that are appropriate to them.
. c o n c l u s i o n
Seneca's argument that animals perceive themselves directly and immediately as living bodily beings is related to the Stoic ethical theory, as self-perception functions as a natural starting point for human moral development. A few centuries later, Augustine takes up the psychological aspects of the Stoic view but places them in a radically different context. he elaborates on the psychological capacities of the so-called internal sense, which is a centralizing power of the animal soul and the locus of self-perception, in the midst of his anti-Manichean treatment of the problem of evil. Later still, Augustine's view influences Olivi to the extent that he rejects the idea that the sensitive soul contains several internal senses, which was widely accepted at the time. instead, he argues that there is only one power, the common sense. The common sense accounts for the higher cognitive functions of the sensitive soul and provides animals with the ability to apprehend themselves as living bodily beings. Olivi's discussion is not connected anymore to any theological or ethical considerations but stems from his interest in psychological issues.
Despite the contextual differences, these authors agree that animals (and, by consequence, human beings) must perceive their bodies and the functions of the senses and bodily members, because otherwise they would not be able to use their bodies efficiently. Moreover, they think that animals must perceive themselves as living beings and as subjects of their psychological acts, and that this ability is based on a kind of perceptual awareness of one's own soul that is distinct from the intellectual understanding of the essence of the soul. All these forms of self-perception are necessary for self-preservation. Seneca and Olivi also think that the evaluation of external objects with respect to one's well-being is based on self-awareness.
it cannot be established with certainty that Augustine or Olivi would have read Seneca's letter 121, although it is possible that they were familiar with it. however, even if the direct historical connections are dubious, it is clear that the philosophical idea of the connection between self-perception and self-interested action at a non-rational level is highly similar in all three thinkers.
Can we say, then, that Olivi and Augustine defend a Stoic theory of self-perception? The answer to this question depends on what is required of a theory before it can be labeled 'Stoic.' it is clear that neither of them considered the theory as a Stoic one, and in this sense they were not consciously adding a Stoic element into their psychological views. however, if we admit that an idea may be called Stoic on the proviso that its origins are in Stoic philosophy, we can say that both Olivi and Augustine defend a Stoic view. its presence in medieval philosophy may be a result of an indirect penetration or direct transmission-either way, the philosophical affinity between the three authors shows that some elements of Stoic psychology continued to survive in medieval philosophy. 
